When does the general public lose trust in banks? We provide empirical evidence using responses by Dutch survey participants to eight hypothetical scenarios. We find that members of the general public care strongly about executive compensation. Negative media reports, falling stock prices, and opaque product information also affect trust in banks. Experiencing a bank bailout leads to less concern about government intervention, while experience of a bank failure leads to greater concern on bonuses.
it is important to know the extent to which consumers have trust in banks. However, trust can be determined by many factors. By having a better understanding of these factors, their magnitude, and possible fluctuations in relative importance over time, one may be better prepared for a sudden fall of trust. Also, gaining more insight in the public's views may help in restoring trust in the financial system.
There are a few related papers that analyse trust in the financial sector. Guiso (2013) find that trust is strongly affected by perceptions of several performance characteristics and attributes of banks. Van der Cruijsen, De Haan and Jansen (2013b) show that adverse experiences with banks during the financial crisis do not only directly lower trust in banks, but also have a negative effect on generalized trust.
To flesh out what could drive a sudden loss of trust, we presented members of the Dutch general public with eight hypothetical scenarios related to the financial crisis. Then, we asked to what extent these events would harm trust in their banks. We focus on scenarios where the possible outcomes are not a priori obvious, as learning about the public's opinions in those cases will be most useful for policymakers. We group the eight events into four categories: i) adverse news, ii) government intervention, iii) insufficient transparency, and iv) governance. For instance, we asked whether a decline in the price of the stock of one's bank, the occurrence of government support, a lack of clear information on products, or dominant leadership of one's bank's manager would lead to a loss of trust.
We also use panel regressions to better understand the determinants of trust.
Apart from a standard set of covariates, such as education, age, gender, and occupation, we include information on whether respondents were customer of a bank that ran into difficulties. There is evidence that experiencing traumatic events affects trust. For instance, Alesina and Ferrara (2002) is influenced by negative experiences with the financial sector during the crisis years. Having experienced a bank bailout leads to less concern about government intervention, while the experience of a bank failure results in greater concern regarding bonuses.
Motivating the eight scenarios
We study eight potential reasons for losing trust in banks. We focus on scenarios where the possible outcomes are not a priori obvious, as learning about the public's opinion in those cases will be most useful for policymakers. At the same time, consumers make the final decision. However, the literature on financial literacy strongly suggests that fully understanding the products may be difficult for parts of the general public Mitchell 2008, 2011, Lusardi, Mitchell and Curto 2010).
The final two scenarios are related to bank governance, a topic which is receiving increasing scholarly attention (Mehran, Morrison and Shapiro 2011, De Haan and Vlahu 2013) . We focus on two factors: executive compensation and dominant leadership. In the public debate, executive compensation, in particular large bonuses, has been heavily discussed. Some academics are critical of executive compensation practices Fried 2004, 2010; Bebchuk and Spamann 2010) . For others in this discussion, it is less clear that compensation structures necessarily lead to excessive risk-taking (Fahlenbrach and Stulz 2011) . 
Data and methods
The analysis mainly draws on two surveys among Dutch households. The first survey was held in July 2010, the second in July 2012. We submitted question- To facilitate the interpretation, we demean the individual responses. By doing so, it becomes clear whether a particular motivation is relatively important.
So, for each individual, we compute:
where i indexes the individual respondents, j indexes the eight hypothetical events, and T j i denotes the responses measured on a scale from 1 to 7. The interpretation ofT j i is as follows: a positive value means that a particular factor is relatively important to individual i, while a negative value indicates that the trust factor is relatively unimportant.
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For the descriptive analysis, we use a weighted version ofT j i . Table 1 shows estimated means and standard errors for a standard set of covariates. Column 1 summarizes the 2010 sample, while column 2 gives an overview of the 2012 sample.
The average age of the respondents is around 55 in both years. The majority of respondents are male, with around 30% having obtained an undergraduate degree, and around 15% having obtained a master degree. Most respondents are from the low or medium income group, while around three-quarters of the respondents are home-owners. In terms of professions, one tenth of the respondents works in health care, seven percent works in the industrial sector, and around 2-3% work in a financial institution. Due to unit and item non-response, our sample is not fully representative of the Dutch population, as the share of well-educated, older men are oversampled. 4 Therefore, we construct sampling weights on the basis of age, education, and gender. Figure 2 shows 
whereT j i follows from equation 1, and w i denotes the individual specific sampling weights from figure 2.
(insert figure 2 about here)
We collected the experiences with banks during the crisis in a third survey in 2010 ( Van der Cruijsen et al. 2012 , 2013a , 2013b . As described in the appendix, we first asked the respondents to report whether they were customer of a bank that went bankrupt (Q27). If so, we also asked the participants to indicate the name of the bank. Next, we asked the participants whether they were customer of a bank that survived with the help of government support (Q28).
Using the answers, we construct two binary dummy variables related to crisis experiences. 
where i indexes the individuals in the surveys, t indexes the years, andT In addition, Table 2 shows the means and standard errors for the trust factors In both years, government nationalization is the least important factor af-fecting trust. This is an intuitive finding, because there seems to be no need to withdraw funds after a bank's nationalization. This is also a desirable finding, as one of the intentions of the nationalization is ending the withdrawal of funds and thereby support financial stability. Although the mean score on the government support question did not change significantly over time, its relative importance as a trigger for loss of trust increased. While government support is also intended to end the withdrawal of funds and support financial stability, a non-negligible share of the public may still react by losing trust and withdrawing funds. Tables 3 and 4 report results for the panel regressions. While Table 3 reports the outcomes of the regressions with the trust factors stock prices, media reports, family and friends, and government support, Table 4 shows the outcomes of the regressions with the trust factors nationalization, opaque information, dominant leadership and large bonuses as dependent variables. We show only selected coefficients and standard errors.
(insert figures 3 and 4 about here) (insert table 2 about here)

Explaining cross-sectional variation in trust
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We find that differences in crisis experiences coincide with different views on 
Conclusions
Trust in 
Introduction:
This questionnaire is on trust in your bank(s). c) The explanations related to financial products of this bank are lengthy and difficult to read.
Q1: How likely is it
d) The share price of this bank drops sharply.
e) Family and friends are advising you to withdraw funds from this bank.
f ) There are media reports that customers of this bank are withdrawing funds.
g) The bank receives government support to stay financially healthy.
h) The government nationalizes the bank. 
